THE GEORGE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY 
Washington, D. C. 


MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING 
OF THE FACULTY SENATE HELD ON 
FEBRUARY 14, 1986, IN LISNER HALL 
Room 603 


1 The meeting was called to order by Vice President 
French at 2:15 p.m. 

Present: Vice President French, Registrar Grimm, 

Parliamentarian Schechter, Altshuler, 

Cheh, Claeyssens, East, Eldridge, Fox, 

Frey, Greene, Griffith, Hill, Kelly, 

Levy, Liebowitz, Morgan, Pierpont, Rashid, 

D. Robinson, L. Robinson, Schiller, 

Tolchin, Wallace, and Ziolkowski 

Absent: President Elliott, Barron, Birnbaum, 

Castleberry, Della Torre, Kenney, Loeser, 

Lovett, Parrish, Schiff, Singpurwalla, 

Smith, and Solomon 

Professor Griffith then asked for unanimous consent to 
postpone approval of the minutes of the Special Meeting 
of the Senate held January 31, 1986, until the next regu- 
lar meeting, and there were no objections. 

2 The minutes of the regular meeting of January 17, 

1986, were approved as distributed. 

3 ( a) On behalf of the Professional Ethics and Academic 
Freedom Committee, Professor Hill moved the adoption of 
Resolution 85/8, "A Resolution to Amend Article X and 
Procedures for Implementation of Article X, Paragraph E, 
of the Faculty Code," and the motion was seconded. Pro- 
fessor Hill said that the Professional Ethics and 
Academic Freedom Committee considered the Administra- 
tion's objections and suggestions for modification 
and/or deletion of language contained in Resolutions 
84/4 and 84/5, adopted by the Senate May 4, 1984, 

and December 14, 1984, respectively. He explained, step- 
oy-step, the committee's recommendations for further 
amending the language of Resolutions 84/4 and 84/5, most 
of which would delete any reference to arbitration 
procedures which the administration was unwilling to ac- 
cept. He noted that the committee had also been asked 
to consider recommendations for amending the Disposition 
Clause of Section 5. He said that the committee had con- 
sidered the possibility of proposing new language to es- 
tablish procedures to be followed for disposition of 
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grievance cases by the Board, of Trustees , but the 
committee had no recommendation to make at this time. 

Professor Griffith commented with regard to the PEAF 
Committee's response concerning the Disposition Clause, 
Section 5., and agreement to delete the arbitration pro- 
cedures earlier adopted by the Senate. First, he said 
that he understood the PEAF Committee's reluctance to 
recommend that the Board of Trustees set up formal pro- 
cedures for handling decisions of hearing and appellate 
committees; however, he suggested that some responsible 
members of the administration might suggest to the Board 
that it consider establishing regular procedures for 
handling disposition of grievance cases. Secondly, he 
said that the inclusion of arbitration procedures m the 
grievance system was an attempt to provide an alternative 
dispute resolution for matters of a less serious but 
nonetheless substantial nature, and he hoped that the ad- 
ministration would genuinely seek to try the possibility 
of arbitration in certain types of disputes, as promised 
by Vice President French. 


Professor Griffith then moved to amend Article X. 
Section B. Grievances, Par. 4) by striking the words 
"University action motivated by pre judical malice, so 
that the same would read: "4) retaliation for exer- 

cise of Code-protected rights." The motion was seconded. 
Professor _ Grif f ith explained that University counsel 
raised the question of whether or not "prejudicial 
malice" was too broad a concept which might invite 
grievances; Professor Griffith said it seemed to him that 
retaliation against someone attempting to vindicate a 
right under the Code is itself a matter of grievance, and 
that that language should be retained in Par. 4). 
Professor Levy commented that he did not understand how 
retaliation without evidence of any arbitrary or 
capricious action by the University could be raised as a 
grievance. Professor Morgan supported the amendment 
pointing out that retailiatory action is by definition a 
violation of a right and does evoke a grievance. 

Professor Cheh voiced her concern that a faculty member, 
having been unsuccessful in a prior grievance, might in a 
subsequent adverse action involving tenure, for example, 
simply allege retaliation as motivation for denying that 
person tenure. Professor Griffith responded that the 
faculty member would have to show evidence to that 
effect. Further discussion followed by Professors Cheh, 
Griffith., and Morgan. Professor David Robinson said 
that there were two dangers present: a person could be 

subjected to adverse action that is the result of 
retaliation; and a person who files a grievance 
becomes a member of a "specially-protected class, 
because many disputes such as office assignments, course 
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assignments , etc., can be alleged to be retaliatory^ 
Professor Robinson said it seemed to him that i substan 
tial injury" would have to be proven if a claim of 
retaliation is to be made. He then moved to amend 
Professor Griffith's amendment by inserting the words 
"that he/she has suffered a substantial injury resulting 
from" after the word "allege" In the second line of the 
first paragraph of Section B. Grievances, so that the 
Jamf would read: "To maintain a grievance, the com- 

plaining party must allege that he /s he has suffered 
a -substantial injury resulting from a violation or 
professional right s or privileges concerning academic 
freedom, tenure, promotion, reappointment, dL f^ s f ' 
sabbatical or other leave arising from. . . . Professor 
Griffith accepted Professor Robinson's amendment. 

Further discussion followed by Professors Schiller, 
Griffith, and Eldridge. Professor Hill pointed out that 
if Professor Griffith's amendment is adopted, the 
correlate language in Par.7), on page 7, must be made 
parallel. Professor Cheh then said she would like the 
record to show that with reference to the amendment it is 
the sense of the Senate that it is not opening the door 
to someone, who having once filed a grievance and los , 
to thereafter file a grievance on any adverse action 
against him or her byclaiming retaliation. The question 
was called, and the amendment was adopted. 


Professor Griffith then moved to amend Paragraph 7), 
H _. on page 7, by substituting the words by a ^ 

iin ® 1 ; ° J ?he" for the words" "clear and convincing, 
rfhat nC the°same e wou 0 ld read: "but rather it shall de- 

r ermine whether the grievant has established a P — 
nonderance of the evidence that he/she has sufrere 

substantial inj uZy • • • •" The raotion was secOTded ' 
Professor Griffith explained that the standard of 

• "clear and convincing" evidence ^ ndulY , r ^^ S t he e reco?d 
dard of proof on the grievant. He said that the rec 

of grievances shows that it is fairly rare a 

grievant wins and there did not 

mas toward grievants that needed to be off set 
K“iSrSe standard of proof. In most oases Professor 
r said it seemed to him that gathering o 

evidence £ the grievant was often difficult since much 
of the documentation was usually in the Possession °?* he 
respondent . He urged the Senate to accept the standard 
of S "preponderance of evidence" in the interest of 
fairness to all parties concerned. 
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Professors Hill, Morgan, D. Robinson, and Cheh op- 
posed the amendment, pointing out that the standard of 
"clear and convincing evidence" should be preserved as a 
safe-guard to ensure that the Grievance Committee acts as 
a review body only. The question was called and the 
amendment failed. The question was then called on the 
original motion, as amended, and Resolution 85/8, as 

amended, was adopted. (Resolution 85/8 is attached.) 

/ 

3 (b) On behalf of the Professional Ethics and 
Academic Freedom Committee, Professor Hill moved the 
adoption of Substitute Resolution 85/9, "A Resolution 
ro Amend Article III. of the Faculty Code , " which was 
distributed to the members at the meeting. The motion 
was seconded. Professor Hill explained that this reso- 
lution was a result of the agreement to delete lateral 
grievances provided for in Resolution 84/4, Article X., 
B.l.b) allowing faculty to bring grievances against 
other faculty for significant neglect of faculty res- 
ponsibilities, which had also been objected to by the 
administration. 

Professor Fox said it seemed to him that there 
should be included in this resolution a requirement 
that the faculty member who has allegedly breeched 
his/her professional responsibilities be notified at the 
same time administrative officers are notified. Pro- 
fessors Hill and Griffith spoke against that require- 
ment. Vice President French observed that the Senate 
was quite in order to revise the Code , but he believed 
that revisions to the Faculty Handbook were made upon 
recommendations by the administration. Discussion 
followed by Professors Griffith, Hill, Morgan, Levy, 
Wallace, Fox, and Pierpont. Professor Fox moved that 
the last sentence of Paragraph (b) be deleted because 
ne thought it redundant. The motion was seconded. 
Professors Griffith and Wallace spoke against the 
amendment because the present language provided use- 
ful guidance, particularly for junior faculty. Profes- 
sor Pierpont spoke in support of the amendment. The 
question was called and the amendment failed. The 
question was called on the original motion, and 
Resolution 85/9 was adopted. (Resolution 85/9 is at- 
tached. ) 

4 No resolutions were introduced under "Introduction 
of Resolutions." 

(a) Professor Hill,, Chair of the Special Committee 
on Senate Self-Study ( g = /iav i £g e ) , spoke briefly about the 
committee's Final Report distributed with the agenda. 

He said that the committee did not expect this report to 
oe without critics; however, he said, the committee takes 
responsibility for the recommendations contained therein. 




3P 
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but not for the findings. With regard to the four- 
teen recommendations, the committee thought that some of 
these could take the form of formal resolutions through 
appropriate Standing Committees. There was no 
discussion, and the report was received. 

(b) Professor Lilien Robinson, Chair, Educational 
and Admissions Policy Committee, moved the nomination of 
Gary Warner, student, for election to the Educational 
and Admissions Policy Committee, as a replacement for 
Jon Mehl, student. Mr. Warner was unanimously elected. 

(c) On behalf of the Executive Committee, Professor 

Griffith reported as follows: (1) A response from 

President Elliott had been received with regard to the 
Senate resolution on a smoking policy, in which the 
President stated that he approved a new University 
Smoking Policy on February 3, 1986, but did not accept 
the Senate's recommendation concerning smoking in resi- 
dence halls. Professor Grifith noted that he was 
consulted with regard to the smoking areas on the 6th 
Floor of Lisner Hall, and after consultation with the 
President and the Executive Committee, he recommended to 
the Associate Provost that the lobby adjacent to the 
Senate Conference Room be designated as a smoking area, 
unless members of the History Department who occupy of- 
fices on that floor object. (2) A complaint has been 
received from a Medical Center faculty member alleging 
infringement of rights. A preliminary investigation was 
being conducted at this time. (3) The nonconcurrence 
matter, referred to at a prior meeting, has been settled 
by the withdrawal of the faculty recommendation. (4) 

A letter was sent to the Chairs of all Senate Standing 
Committees inviting them to submit resolutions in res- 
ponse to the Commission Report to the Executive Commit- 
tee by February 28th for inclusion on the Senate agenda 
for the March 21st Senate meeting. (5) Annual letters 
to the faculty have been sent out inviting volunteers for 
service on Senate Standing Committees and Administrative 
Committees . 

6 There were no Brief Statements. 

7 The meeting was adjourned by Vice President French 
at 4:00 p.m. , upon motion made and seconded. 



Theodore H. Grimm, Jr. 
Secretary 




A RESOLUTION TO AMEND ARTICLE X AND PROCEDURES 
FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF ARTICLE X, PARAGRAPH E, OF 
THE FACULTY CODE (85/8) 

WHEREAS, the University Administration has taken 
exception to Senate Resolutions 84/4 and 
84/5, both of which proposed amendments to 
Article X of the Faculty Code intended: 

{ i ) "to clarify the language of the 

Faculty Code as to what violations 
of rights and responsibilities may 
give rise to grievances," and 

(2) "to provide an alternative method 

of dispute resolution by arbitration;" 

• • • and 

WHEREAS, the Committee on Professional Ethics and 
Academic Freedom has considered the Ad- 
ministration's objections and suggestions 
for modification and/or deletion of language 
contained in Resolutions 84/4 and 84/5; 
THEREFORE , 

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE GEORGE 
WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY 

That Article X and Procedures for Imple- 
mentation of Article X, Paragraph E, of the 
Faculty Code, as amended by Senate 
Resolutions 84/4 and 84/5, be further 
amended as follows: 

(Note: The earlier amended language appears 

in the right-hand column; the further amend - 
mends proposed by the Professional Ethics 
and Academic Freedom Committee appear in the 
left-hand column. ) 


Committee on Professional Ethics and Academic Freedom 
December 13, 1985 


Adopted, as amended, February 14, 1986 



FACULTY CODE 


(Res. b4/4) 


delete 


gim-rs , privileges Atro reso i.utiou of dimmites 

1 HJDER THIS CODE 

A, Riches and Privileges Und er Tins 

The rights. privileges, and responsibilities 
of a faculty member conferred by this Code 
ha a : ' 1 ■ nf sha11 


be carefully safeguarded in acco7dance with 

the highest accepted principles, practices, 
and procedures of the academic community. 

An alleged infringement ''St such rights 
or privileges or an alleged vio acion ° ^ 

such responsibilities or-«-eher a e-oT-enf **- 

or-diaerimenafcory-ereatmene-'oeaed-ott-faee , 

eo i a - — -eiis* o n“ 3e “”“ net * ort,1 “~ 05f * S ~r 7 ~° e • • 

^^ejfl-e^aideraeiona-preHibited-by-lew-^'-n 

re-eed-69-««"‘iiti a na-ef-^pi«r"'e« t • sha11 
first be considered by the faculty member 
or members concerned, or by appropriate 
representatives of the faculty, in 

cooperation with the responsible adminis- 
trative officers. If such consideration 
does not lead to an adjustment satisfactory 
to the parties involved, the proceoures 
for the implementation of this Article shul 
be fully utilized. 


B. Grievances 

maintain a grievance, the complaining 
''party must allege that he/she has suffered 
a substantial injury resulting from a 
violation of professional rights or 
privileges concerning academic freedom, 
tenure, promotion, reappointment, 
dismissal, or sabbatical or other 
leave, arising from: 

1) acts of discrimination prohibited 
by Federal or local law; 

?) failure to follow the Faculty Code 
and Handbook and other rules, 
regulations and procedures estab- ’• 
lished by the University; 

3) arbitrary and capricious University 
»ctions; or arbitrary and capricious 
applications of Federal or local 
statutes and regulations; or 

Li ) U nivorsity a ction mnf . l vat . pri , hy„ 
projudi - oia] e- m a. Liga or retaliation 
for exercise of Code- protected 
rights . 


Grl&vabl e ot Arbitrable Issues 
Grieifonces 
























c Res. 84/4) 2. 



f - 

delete 


CACULTY CODE/pa^-e 2 


drainis- 














3. Formal Proceedings 


(Res. 84/5) 2. 


a) Commencement of Proceedings 

1) If the preliminary proceedings do not result 
in a mutually satisfactory resolution of the 
dispute, any party to the dispute may commence 
formal proceedings by means of a complaint 
addressed to the Chairman of the Grievance 
Dispute Resolution Conmittee, with copies 
sent to the Chairman of the Executive 
Commi ttee of the Facul ty Senate and the 
other party or parties. 


privileges 


2) The complaint shall set forth with particuJ ari ty 
the nature of the dispute, specifying the rights or 
re sponsibili ti -es under the Faculty Code alleged to ii.»v 


(Paragraph 2) to read, with indicated 
deletions: ) 

2) The complaint shall set forth 
with particularity the nature of 
the dispute, specifying the rights 
or privileges under the F acuity Code 
alleged to have been violated, 
the specific act or acts alleged 
to constitute the violation, the 
identity of the remedy sought, 
and the reasons alleged to Justify 
the remedy. No grievance may be 
maintained on the basis of error 
which did not affect the substantial 
rights of the complainant. 


b) Hearing Committee and Hearing 
Officer 

1) 


been violated J cw^ the -- ^ trb»€frwt-4-a4- ^14^<red4-y 
ftr f -HctaU, the specific act or acts alleged to 
constitute the violation. or-fc» teve» "the 

, the identity of the remedy sought, and the 
reasons alleged to justify the remedy. No grievance 

or~a,isb4^?ra'fri-a« may be maintained on the basis of error 
which did not affect the.substannal rights of the 
comolainant. 


3) Within twenty calendar days of the receipt 
of the complaint, the other party or parties 
to the dispute shall reply in writing, 
sending copies of the reply to the Chairman 
of the Grievance Dispute Resolution Committee, 
the Chai rman of the Executi ve Commi ttee of the 
Faculty Senate, and the complaining party or 
parties. -4-) The reply shall set forth with 
particularity the position of the replying party 
or parties with respect to each allegation of 
the complaint. V 

^ Upon receipt of the complaint and reply, the 
Chairman of the Dispute Resolution Committee 
shall, wi th the advice of the Executive Commi ttee 
of the Faculty Senate, 


delete 




•w all tfa LMiteAA nff("r a jaxi-trarcr u i i * iu ~ l t th 

Mt! Arbi ttitbtlili'Hitb l )J If ! MtlbittU.il 

Mil flfilt/bl / Mt/biit'Att/VtitHtHt/lMifll tilt/ I'MlT 

IMlIItt/ tbtl ittiititHM Ibttttllliil ibttllHblbtU^ . 

If / twt/^itttr/ iMbitbbta li/HtUbitAbUi Ur 
itbittAtHti*tnbtitittitiiiinii$iis\r * tib* 
i t\\itrkiU\tLI VAtilbiittebibf iMtibHvwitMt iAlst t o n 
M^itut/ibilU UMlAt/ ilbrifltAlU^illtti k\\^/)Ukri,\^ 
witur/ iiitrbiiAM/MlM/i&UMU'Uti'fibtt.Hr/i 
Atittlttt/Mr/bt/'MiMiiAtbl 


CRes. 84/5L 2. a ^ 

c. 


delete 


i) Connie n cement of Proceedings /a^nt./ 

Ad\ new section:' 

Vunless all^ 



(Res. 84/5) 3. ■. 


DELETE 


E. PROCEDURES FOR IHRLEKENTAflON 
3. Foynal Proceedings 
h) Arfa^tration\ 



and cat»ricifrus action 


t 


} 



(pick up from b) l) on page 2) 


(Res. 84/5) 4. 



, i , “ A ' ' WCCC 

of wree members from among the members of 
5^ e Dispute Resolution Committee, and a 
presi ding Hearing Officer from a panel of 
names previously approved by' tne Lxecu tTve 
Commit tee. The Hearing Officers shall be ~ 
chosen from among University personne l oT 
appropri ate experience and training . bu~ . 
need not be attorneys. The role or the 
Hearing Office r througnout .tnese procedur es 
— .to assure an orderly, expeditiou s. an~7i 
relevant h earing; to assure' the deveC nf 

of a compl ete, fair and reliable record" 

and to advise the Hearing Commi c tee as~to 
issues of substance and pro cedure" — Tfie — 

- dr i! na - LOimT11ttee mav re q uest the reol ace men c 
of th e Hearing Officer at any tune. 

(Delete rest of original section.) 


2) No member of the same department as a 
party shall sit on the Hearing Committee. 

Any party to a dispute may disqualify one 
member of the Hearing Committee by preemptory 
challenge. Any party may also seek to 
disqualify a- any member of the Hearing 
Coinin' t tee for cause. The Dispute Resolu tion 
Coiisnittee shall hear and 'decide any cnallemvs 
for cause. The Chairman of the Di smite 
Resolution Commi ttee shall, from among 
the remaining members of the Dispute 
Resolution Committee, fill any' vacancies 
on the Hearing Committee created by challenges. 














hearing 

Hearino Officer /cont./ 


3) Wh en all cha llenges have been decided and 
vaca ncies fiU^ ndas soon as rej.sonaulx 
■ P ~« <Hia , ft,r receipt ot respondent s rcnT y . 
the Chairman of the Ui cptite KesQiucion.Cginmita . 

Tti7l u 

after an opportunity for informal argument^ 
th, r rrJ<J. finds that the complaint 
allege fa cts sufficient to s tate a grievance 
n nrfpr the Code or tha t the complaint is base_ 

,ipnn evidence or a I legationTwvj cti aresub^ 
cVa nHallv the same as t hose tnat hava been 
previous ly heard and decided, or wnich coujd 
have heen p resented in a previous hearing , 

( J ct ^ 

complaint shall be autom atically rer?rred_^ 
c p.irp Resolution Committee jr>r_cori^jne >. 
»Mnn /t the earliest re asonable time j_L 

a majority ot t n e Oispute^esolu ^ 

tuti conciTju^ 
that for a nv of tne r easons set oiit^n this , 
tacri on a hearing is not wa rranted, the 
complaint shall be dis jnvsse ^jn^l!^ 
in part, and the matte rs, dismissed deemed clc.:-uj. 

Add new section: 

4 ) On the determination that a hearing is_ 
warranted, the Heari n g Committee sn«i M 
convened by the pre siding Hearing Urn cer 
and establish a schedu le tor tne hearing 

44 5^ No change 

Add new section: .. 

6, It shall h » the duty of rhe Hearing Otij£^ 

- r uq avLdit ious dispo sition or tne cas 

™ a n QUQStib n r oT^uE Qance ~ 

nr n r"™ ril,rl> necessary to the condufT 

gf ^nonv an a a, nv.eehte .rihere^o 
- { rr ^A J pp rn lir 1 a te . to prepa re a draft 

and to advi ce the Hearing Comni ttee m jjl 
Al terations on quest ions or suouJg 
pm re.fa.rp, I he rtearimi llm ce r^jfe 
not vote on the ui timate gue* Jg^sj^ 
fact, substance, procedure. o« uolicv. 



CRes. 84/51 5. a 


E. PROCEDURES FOR IMPLEMENTATION 

3. Formal Procedures 

Hearing Conmittee and Hearing Of Ficer 
/cont./ 


these are acted uoon by th e Hearing 
rnmitta*. I he Heanno Otti cer Munj 

dispositive orders of.. the Hearing tom mitte. 
only to authenticate menu 


Add new section: 

71 Members of hearing com mittees^ members 
0 f i-ho ft-Untit-g Kes olution l omroittee, ana 
1-ha nArtW shall avoid ex-oarte coinnunjca^ 



c) 



3. Formal Proceedings 
e) ^ Procedure for Hearings 


(Res. 84/ S) 6. 


privilege 


In order to achieve that end, 
the Hearing Committee shall have 
authority to call any material withers 
who is 


The University will make a reasonable j 
effort to facilitate the appearance 
of witnesses. 


nable / 
nce^_ 


The parties shall be entitled to 
testify on their own behalf, to 
ca ll as material witnesses any member 
of the University faculty, adminis- 
tration, or staff, and to call any 
other person who — 


1) No change 

2) A c^ ox<anrg procedure is 

*• • - ‘ . /_• ' T n 


not a fn r m.i 1 


l.'.HiWal proceed ’ "I 

L nrfwirt. a fair .vamationo J cn^. ; ^ 

. tha - >, 


r-t«e 


i vers Tty racul 


administration - ^afr 

r>rnp r person wno is willing to testi U. 
to questio n parties and witnesses. 
V.<-i i.Ha ma tiers 1 1 deems i rre 1 evan c 
and fn place rea sonable limits on 
a rguments, the presentation ot 
Evidence, and the questioning or 

wi tnessesby^the parties^ 


3) The procedure at the hearings shall 
informal , but shall comply with the 

requi rements of fai mess — to _ — ■ - 

The H earing Committee is not rcguireu 
m comoiv with rules or ev.d~^e 
V rr l i cable in courts o r law ami ma/. 

an y relevant evi dence wnicn is 
r .- Alleged. The Heanno Com mittee 

Har line to consider evidence wnejT 
its pr obative value is o utweioneo ov 
conside rations or unfair prciuuicu^ 
confusion of the issues, unoue oela_v^ 

wacfP nr time, or needless presenta ci 


be 


of cu mulative evi dence 
e nti t le4 


IS 


-e- 


sTrghf 


■ port i os * 
t as tify on > h? -i r 


co t as ti ry <w 
m nr I n I ’ l 14- , ■■rguire thn nnnPi.*w;_s 

UlL Jill » U Jllj ' 


Lap to call iifty 




^is willing to testify; to present wntu.i 
^ and other ta«g4b4e evidence, and to ci'j-.- 
examine witnesses called by othei partn.--. 

Swer-H-depes4tie»is-«wy-be-reee-*ved--»rt- c ^^M 

at-the-d4s€retieH-ef-the-Hear<rtg-tdHwHT:x.ccT 

A party shall be entitled to inspect and 
in advance of the hearing, any relevant 
documents in the control or trie oihe. 
party and not privileged, and may “i rei 

The University will make a reasonable 7 documents or excerpts therenom in ‘• v,u nt - 
effort to facilitate the appearance ^ 

of witnesses. 



(Res. 84/5) 7. 



3. Formal Proceedings 

Procedure for Hearings /cont./ 

4) No change 


5) No change 


7) At the conclusion of the 
presentation of evidence and 
argument from both sides the 
Committee shall deliberate and 
reach a decision in closed 
session. In rendering its 
decision the Hearing Committee 
shall not substitute ita judg- 
ment for that of the maker of 
the decision being challenged 
but rather it shall determine 
whether the grievant has estab- 
lished^ lear and convincing 
evidence that he/she has 
suffered a substantial injury 
resulting from: 1) acts of 
discrimination prohibited by 
Federal or local law; 2) the 

decision-maker’s failure to 
folloti the Faculty Code , or 
Faculty Handbook , or other 
rules/" regulations and pro- 
cedures established by the 
University; 3) arbitrary and 
c apricious University actions ; 
or arbitrary and capricious 
applications of Federal or 
local statutes and regulations; 

• \ rr j ^ 


6) No change 


lusion ^f the taloog of _ evidence 
of arguments, theXjommi ttee s\all 
'reach its\ecision closed session, 
nittee is nk to s ubstitute its judgment 


the\acu 1 ty Code. The vW of a 

deterrn%ati ve.’ \ v \ \ 

8) MVAUntMtiJiMitlMit T he Hearing Committee: 

Committee shall render its findings and 
recommendations in a written report which 
shall state the number of members subscribing 
to the report and shall include dissenting 
opinions, if any. This report shall be submitted 
to the Chairman of the Executive Ccmuittee of 
the Faculty Senate and copies shall be transmitted! 
to the parties and tn the Chairman of the Oispute. 
Resolution Committee. 


Add new section: 


. g) The heari ng procedures shall b e con cluded and 

£££ th . Hear, no deepen 

hr pr^j^d’ "~ l retail- -- 

• A . J ■ ■ ■ no 


by prejudicial m a lice nu re tail - soon as practicable , 

ation for exercise of Code- protect ea 
rights. 



(SUBSTITUTE RESOLUTION) 

A RESOLUTION TO AMEND ARTICLE III OF THE FACULTY CODE, AND THE 

FACULTY HANDBOOK (85/9) 


WHEREAS, the University Administration has disapproved an 
amendment to Article X of the Faculty Code that 
would have permitted faculty to maintain a griev- 
ance by alleging a colleague ' s serious misconduct 
or significant neglect of responsibility, and to 
bring a complaint thereunder to arbitration; and 

WHEREAS, both tradition and current practice suggest that 
University faculty, like members of other profes- 
sions, be held to self-imposed standards of con- 
duct, THEREFORE 

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE GEORGE WASHINGTON 
UNIVERSITY 

(a) That the following statement of professional 
responsibility be inserted as a new Section 
B of Article III of the Faculty Code , with 
appropriate re-lettering of the Sections that 
follow: 

"Members of the faculty are responsible 
for maintaining standards of profes- 
sional ethics and for the fulfillment 
of faculty responsibilities." 

(b) That the following statement of faculty 
responsibility for professional conduct 
be inserted on page 20 of the most recent 
edition of the Faculty Handbook : 

"Members of the faculty have a responsi- 
bility to advise the appropriate adminis- 
trative officers of the University when- 
ever they have reason to believe that a 
colleague has committed a serious breach 
of professional ethics or has neglected a 
significant faculty responsibility. Al- 
though evidence of such breaches or negli- 
gence should normally be made known to the 
department chair or to the dean, it may 
also be brought to the attention of the 
Vice President for Academic Affairs." 


Committee on Professional Ethics 
and Academic Freedom 
January 25, 1986 

Adopted February 14, 1986 



THE GEORGE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY 
Washington, D. C. 

20052 


The Faculty Senate February 3, 1986 

The Faculty Senate will meet on Friday, February 14, 1986, 
at 2:10 p.m. , in Lisner Hall 603. 

AGENDA 


1. Call to order 

2. Approval of the minutes of the regular meeting of 
January 17, 1986 

3. Old Business: 

I a) A RESOLUTION TO AMEND ARTICLE X AND PROCEDURES 

FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF ARTICLE X, PARAGRAPH E, OF 
THE FACULTY CODE (85/8); Professor Peter P. Hill, 
Chair, Professional Ethics and Academic freedom 
Committee (Resolution 85/8 attached) 

(b) A RESOLUTION TO AMEND ARTICLE III OF THE FACULTY 
CODE (85/9); Professor Peter P. Hill, Chair, Pro- 
ressional Ethics and Academic Freedom Committee 
(Resolution 85/9 attached) 

4. Introduction of Resolutions 

5. General Business: 

ta) Report of the Special Committee of the Facuitv 
Senate to Study the Nature and Role of Faculty 
Participation in University Governance; Professor 
Peter P. Hill, Chair (Report attached) 

(b) Nomination for election of Gary Warner, student, 
to the Educational and Admissions Policy Commit- 
tee, as replacement for Jon Mehl, student 

(c) Report of the Executive Committee; Professor 
William B. Griffith, Chair 

6. Brief Statements 

I. Adjournment 


Theodore H. Grimm, Jr. 
Secretary 




A RESOLUTION TO AMEND ARTICLE X AND PROCEDURES 
FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF ARTICLE X, PARAGRAPH E, OF 
THE FACULTY CODE (85/8) 


WHEREAS, the University Administration has taken 
exception to Senate Resolutions 84/4 and 
84/5, both of which proposed amendments to 
Article X of the Faculty Code intended: 

il) "to clarify the language of the 
Faculty Code as to what violations 
of rights and responsibilities may 
give rise to grievances," and 

(2) "to provide an alternative method 

of dispute resolution by arbitration;" 

• and 

WHEREAS, the Committee on Professional Ethics and 
Academic Freedom has considered the Ad- 
ministration's objections and suggestions 
for modification and/or deletion of language 
contained in Resolutions 84/4 and 84/5; 

THEREFORE ^ 

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE GEORGE 
WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY 

That Article X and Procedures for Imple- 
mentation of Article X, Paragraph E, of the 
Faculty Code , as amended by Senate 
Resolutions 84/4 and 84/5, be further 
amended as follows : 

(Note: The earlier amended language appears 

in the right-hand column; the further amend- 
mends proposed by the Professional Ethics 
and Academic Freedom Committee appear in the 
left-hand column. ) 


Committee on Professional Ethics and Academic Freedom 


December 13 


1985 



FACULTY CODE 


(Res. 84/4) 


X. RIGHTS . PRIVILEGES AND RESOt.UTIOU OF PI HITES 
UUDER THIS CODE 

A. Riches and Privileges Under This <-ndc 


delete 


B. Grievances 

maintain a grievance, the complaining 
party must allege a violation of 
professional rights or privileges 
concerning academic freedom, tenure, 
promotion, reappointment, dismissal, 
or sabbatical or other leave, arising 
from: 

1) acts of discrimination prohibited 
by Federal or local lawj 

’ ) failure to follow the Faculty Code 
and Handbook and other rules, 
regulations and procedures estab- 
11 shed by the University; 

’rbitrary and capricious University 
actions; or arbitrary and capricious 
applications of Federal or local 
statutes and regulations; or 

Li) University action motivated by 
prejudicial malice or retaliation 
for exercise of Code -protected 
rights. 


The rights, privileges, and responsibilities 
of a faculty member conferred by this Code 
wr h" rninft p r o f 4 - n w shall 

be carefully safeguarded in accordance uith 
the highest accepted principles, practices, 
and procedures of the academic community. 

An alleged inf ringement' ? < 5 f' such rights 
or privileges or an alleged violation of 
such responsibilities or-e-eherge-o^-enteis 
ec- discriminatory - treatment— beaed-ett— t-eee , 
eoit»?7— “eiigiottr— se“-— netionei-e- = 117-0 e 

other — eenaideratiena-prehibifced-by-lew-wi tii 

regerd-te-eenditiena— of -employment , shall 
first be considered by the faculty member 
or members concerned, or by appropriate 
representatives of the faculty, in 
cooperation with the responsible adminis- 
trative officers. If such consideration 
does not lead to an adjustment satisfactory 
to the parties involved, the procedures 
for the implementation of this Article shall 
be fully utilized. 





















(Res. 84/4; 2. 


delete 


FACULTY CODE/pafce 2 
2 A Arbitrat\on 
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S ' sdictioji in Mlxad Complaints 

evance lAproperlyy alleged^ the Dispute 


Resolution Committee shall' 
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over 


related administrative matta jrs that\would otherwise 
be resolves by arbitration. 











3. 


Formal Proceedings 


(Res. 84/5) 2. 


a) Commencement of Proceedings 

1) If the preliminary proceedings do not result 
in a mutually satisfactory resolution of the 
dispute, any party to the dispute may commence 
formal proceedings by means of a complaint 
addressed to the Chairman of the Grievance 
Dispute Resolution Committee, with copies 
sent to the Chairman of the Executive 
Commi ttee of the Facul ty Senate and the 
other party or parties. 


privileges 

(Paragraph 2) to read, with indicated 
deletions: ) 

2) The complaint shall set forth 
with particularity the nature of 
the dispute, specifying the rights 
or privileges under the Faculty Code 
alleged to have been violated, 
the specific act or acts alleged 
to constitute the violation, the 
identity of the remedy sought, 
and the reasons alleged to justify 
the remedy. No grievance may be 
maintained on the basis of error 
which did not affect the substantial 
rights of the complainant. 


b) Hearing Committee and Hearing 
Officer 

1 ) 


2) The complaint shall set forth with particularity 
the nature of the dispute, specifying the rights or 
■■ r e sponG i bi 1 i ti -es under the Faculty Code alleged to li.iv 
been violated > (>4^ the ~ G tfb»ta^t4-a4->H-j-t*ry ^14^ge5W 
trK4n-e-ta4., the specific act or acts alleged to 
constitute the violation, er~t» "the 

the identity of the remedy sought, and the 
reasons alleged to justify the remedy. No grievance 

may be maintained on the basis of error 
which did not affect the . substantial rights of the 
comolainant. 


delete 


3) Within twenty calendar days of the receipt 
of the complaint, the other party or parties 
to the dispute shall reply in writing, 
sending copies of the reply to the Chairman 
of the Gr4evanee Dispute Resolution Committee, 
the Chairman of the Executive Committee of the 
Faculty Senate, and the complaining party or 
parties. -4) The reply shall set forth with 
particularity the position of the replying party 
or parties with respect to each allegation of 
the complaint. / 

Xj. Upon receipt of the complaint and reply, the 
Chairman of the Dispute Resolution Committee 
shall, with the advice of the Executive Comm i ttee 
of the Faculty Senate, oonci ^ Qft who she w — tb o - 
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3. Formal Proceedings 


delete 


(Res. 84/5), 2.; 


i) Commencement of Proceedings /opnt./ 
Ad\ new sVtion:' 
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DELETE 


(.Res. 84/5) 3. 


E. PROCEDURES FOR IMPLEMENTATION 
3. FoVmal Proceedings! \ 
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(pick up from b) 1) on page 2) 


, . _ (Res. 84/5) 4. 

PROCEDURES 

3 .\ Forma? Proceedings 
b) Wbitrltion /Lit./ 
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(Res. 84/5) f 

Hearing Committee and 
Hearino Officer /cont ./ 


3) When all challenges have been decided and 
vacancies tilled, ana as soon as reasonably 
possible after receipt of respondent 1 * reolv . 
the Chairman of the Oispute Resolution Coinmitti 
sh all convene the Hearing Committee to review 
the Complaint. If a 


on 


g(Mti MttHL majority of the Hearing Committee . 

a fter an opportunity for informal argument by 
th e parties, finds that the complaint does not 
allege facts sufficient to state a grievance 
under the Cods or that the cornolaint is bas&d 
upon evidence or allegations which are sub- 
stantially the same as those that have been 
previously heard and decided, or wmch coul d 
have been presented in a previous hearing, 
/tyr-feha’^-the -eemp-l a vn- t -ra-t-sgs 5_2riS> 

I n*H!.— -M-M-trcb^Orrn Jlhe 

complaint shall be automatically referred to 
the Dispute Resolution Committee for cons He ; 
ation at the earliest reasonable time. If 
t+A/thMMt+i a majority of the OisputeKesolu i » ■ 


Committee UMUMti/lM/mimt/m/tte 

concludes 

that for any of the reasons set out in this 
section a hearing is not warranted, the 
complaint shall be dismissed, in wnol c or 

in part, and the matters, dismissed deemed cloi.o. 


Add new section: 

4) On the determination that a hearing is 
warranted, the Hearing Committee shall be 
convened by the presiding Hearing Officer 
and establish a schedule for the hearing. 


4-) 5j_ No change 

Add new section: ( 

6 ) It shall be the duty o f the Hearing 
to conven e promptly the meeti ngs or the 
Hearing "Committee and to pre side: to assm e 
>hp exnedi tious disposit ion or tne case_^ 
rn rule o n all questions or substan ce 
nr proced ure necessary to the conduct or^ 
the hearing, subject to being QN^TJden 
bv a majority vote of the Heari ng lonmti ttn. . 
to ask questions and to control 


the 

"the 


development 


nr' te stimony ano or evidence in the recoru 
as deemed appropriate; to prepare a dra_r_t 
opin ion ror the use or the Hear ing committee, 
and to advise the Hearing Com nittee in its 
delibera tions on questions of sub stance 
and procedure. The Hearing Officer — ", 
not vote on the ultimate ’questions pi 
fact, substance, procedure, or oolicv. as 



(Res. 84/51 5. a 


E. PROCEDURES FOR IMPLEMENTATION 
3. Formal Procedures 

04V Hearing Committee and Hearing Offi cer 
/cont ./ 


these are acted upon by the Hearing 
Committee. The Hearinn Officer sTghs 
dispositive orders ofc.jhe Hearing Committee 
only to authenticate them." 


Add new section: 

7) Members of hearing committees, members 
of the Oispute Resolution Committee, and" . 
the parties shall avoid ex-oarte communica- 
tions bearing on the substance of the 


diSDute. 



c) 


3. Formal Proceedings 


(Res. 84/5 



Procedure 


for Hearings 


) 6. 


1) No change 


' privilege 

In order to achieve that end, 
the Hearing Committee shall have 
authority to call any material withers 
who is 


The University will make a reasonable 
effort to facilitate the appearance 
of witnesses. . 


2 ) A grievance procedure is not a formal 
judicial proceeding. Its purpose 


is 


to provide a fair evaluation oi the 




»r ger -t o >i 


allegation that a right or 

bi4-i-ty- has been violated. 

achi e ve that en d v tho -Hearing 
sh all have — authors fcy to ~ re qu ire- -fcfl-e 
appearance of- an y ma -fc orial w t-s 
a member oT the University faculty, 
administration, or staff, and also any 
other person wno is willing to testify; 
to question parties and witnesses; to 


exclude matters it 


l 


deems i rre levan t; 
limits on 


and to place reasonab 
arguments, the presentation of 
evidence, and the questioning of 
witnesses by the parties.^ 


3) The procedure at the hearings shall be 
informal, but shall comply with the 
requirements of fairness to the parties. 
The Hearing Committee is not rcquireo 
to comply with rules of evidence 
applicable in courts of law and~may 


receive any rel evant evidence wmcn is 
not pri vi leged. 


The Hearina Committee 


may decline to consider evidence wnere 
it's probative value is outweighed by 
considerations or unfair prejudice, 
confusion of the 


issues, undue aelav, 
waste of time, or needless presentation 


The parties shall be entitled to 
testify on their own behalf, to 
call as material witnesses any member 
of the University faculty, adminis- 
tration, or staff, and to call any 
other person who 


of cumulative evidence^ 

r?JS=RF 


Tke- 


=55 

otfrr tielial f ; 
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pa r ties ' 
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tlnr Univ c m t y 
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Lor staffs 


fatuity r acini nistraf 


and to call any otnu 1 p a ri or .-, 


The University will make a reasonable 
effort to facilitate the appearance 
of witnesses. 


^ is willing to testify; to present written 
and other tang-ib-le evidence, and to crus- - 
examine witnesses called by other parties. 

SwetH-depes-itioMS-Hiay-be-feeef vrid-4 ri-cY i a-n 

at-the-d-iscretieM-e-f— the-Keafirtg-CdHiHifttecT 
A party shall be entitled to inspect and o. 
in advance of the hearing, any relevant 
documents in the control or the other 
party and not privileged, and may oircr n 
documents or excerpts therefrom in ovio.-iu. .• 


! f docu 



(Res. 84/5) 7. 



3. Formal Proceedings 

Procedure for Hearings /cont./ 


4) No change 

5) No change 


6) No change 


’) At thti conclusion ^f 
a\d the heading of argui 
d^i berate and reach its 
The ^earing CoKp iittee is 

the 


rrom an 


the\acul ty Wde. The 


7) At the conclusion of the 
presentation of evidence and 
argument from both sides the 
Committee shall deliberate and 
reach a decision in closed 
session. In rendering its 
decision the Hearing Committee 
shall not substitute ita judg- 
ment for that of the maker of 
the decision being challenged 
but rather it shall determine 
whether the grievant has estab- 
lished clear and convincing 
evidence that he/she has 
suffered a substantial injury 
resulting from: 1) acts of 
discrimination prohibited by 
Federal or local law; 2) the 
decision-maker's failure to 
follow the Faculty Code, or 
Faculty Ha ndbook , or other 
rules ^regulations and pro- 
cedures established by the 
University; 3) arbitrary and 
capricious University actions; 
or arbitrary and capricious 
applications of Federal or 
local statutes and regulations; 
or U) University action motivated 
by prejudicial malice or retali- S00 n as practicable, 

ation for exercise of Code -protect ee : 

rights . 


the taking of evidence 
;nts , the^mmi ttee s\a 1 1 
decision closed session, 
nkt to substitute its Ju dgment 


Vich is 


vtial 


of a majority shal\ be 


determV^ati ve.’ , v 

8) vmWtM/iiltMitfffli T he Hearing Committee * 

Comnittee shall render its findings and 
recommendations in a written report which 
shall state the number of members subscribing 
to the report and shall include dissenting 
opinions, if any. This report shall be submitted 
to the Chairman of the Executive Committee of 
the Faculty Senate and copies shall be transmitted! 
to the parties and to the Chairman of the Oisouts 
Resolution Committee. 


Add new section: 

9) The hearing procedures shall be concluded and 
the Hearing Committee's decision shall be rendered 



A RESOLUTION TO AMEND ARTICLE III OF THE FACULTY CODE (85/9) 


Whereas, the University Administration has disallowed an amendment 
Article X of the Faculty Code that would have permit ted 
faculty to maintain a grievance by alleging a colleague's 
serious misconduct or significant neglect of responsibility, 
and to bring a complaint thereunder to arbitration; and 

Whereas, both tradition and current practice suggest that University 
faculty, like the members of other professions, be held to 
self-imposed standards of conduct, therefore: 


BE IT RESOLVED BY THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE GEORGE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY 


That the following statement of professional responsibility 
be inserted (1) as a new Section B under Article III of the 
Faculty Code , with appropriate re-lettering of the Sections 
tnat follow^ and (2) on page 20 of the most recent edition 
of the Faculty Handbook : 


Members of the faculty have a duty to notify the appropriate 
administrative officers of the University of their knowledge 
of any serious faculty misconduct as a member of the faculty 
or significant neglect of faculty responsibilities. Although 
such notification should normally be made to the department 
chair or to the dean, a member ‘of the faculty may also bring 
such information about misconduct or neglect to the Vice 
President for Academic Affairs. 


The Committee on Professional Ethics and Academic Freedom 

November ZZ, 1985 



FINAL REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE OF THE 
FACULTY SENATE TO STUDY THE NATURE AND ROLE OF FACULTY 
PARTICIPATION IN UNIVERSITY GOVERNANCE 
December, 1985 


The Faculty Senate on October 12, 1984, elected this Special 
Committee and charged it as follows: 

i a) to study the nature and role of faculty participation 
in University governance; 

ib) to review the activities of the Senate and its standing 
committees over the past 5-7 years, seeking out a wide 
range of views on the strengths and weaknesses of the 
contribution the Senate makes to the University's abil- 
ity to carry out well its educational mission; 

■ci to look ahead to the chief matters of probable concern 
m the next decade; and 

id) to report its findings to the Faculty Senate by Octo- 
oer, 1985, along with any recommendations for such 
changes in structure, focus, or relationships with 
other bodies, as would strengthen the Senate's capa- 
oility to contribute effectively to the University 
community in the years to come. 

Since January 1, 1985, the Special Committee has met 9 
rimes, distributed five sets of questionnaires, and inter- 
viewed more than 40 faculty and administrators during 13 
interview sessions. 



Summary of Recommendations 


We note at the outset that our inquiry has led us to make 
proposals whose effect on Faculty governance can best be 
described as "centralizing." These proposals look, for 
example, toward a Senate Executive Committee, increased in 
size from five to seven members, that' would assume hence- 
forth a major responsibility for directing and implementing 
the Faculty's consultative role in University planning and 
oudgeting. In keeping with that responsibility, we also 
foresee the Executive Committee becoming a "committee on 
priorities" in these areas of planning and budgeting. More- 
over, to achieve better coordination of Standing Committee 
activity, we will recommend that members of the Executive 
Committee serve as voting liaison-members of the most active 
of these committees. At the same time, we will propose to 
relieve the Executive body of some of its routine duties 
through its appointment of a Permanent Subcommittee 
on Committees. The latter will also begin at once 
i if our recommendation is accepted) to study the past and 
present activities of the less productive Standing Commit- 
tees with a view to determining whether they should be con- 
tinued. In the interim, we will recommend that the Senate, 
while retaining the consultative jurisdictions specified 
m tne names of its Standing Committees, not be obliged to 
activate (some of) these Committees in a given year. 

Finally, we will recommend for adoption certain procedures 
oy which the Faculty Senate and the Faculty Assembly may 
carry out its Code -protected right to be consulted in the 
selection of the next President of the University. 

These recommendations, along with others of lesser import, 
seek changes that we believe will strengthen the Faculty's 
role in University governance, enhance Faculty participation 
in University affairs, and prepare the Faculty Senate for 
the impending change of University presidents. A complete 
list of recommendations appears as an appendix to this 
Report . 
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The Focus of this Report 


Although our Committee has studied the "role of Faculty 
participation in University governance," we do not seek 
to re-define that role. We conclude that the Faculty 
Senate will continue to make recommendations to the 
Administration in all matters of faculty concern, while 
enlarging the consultative roles allotted to various organs 
of Faculty governance by the Faculty Code and by the Faculty 
Organization Plan . We believe that the broad language of 
these documents leaves ample opportunity for the Senate and 
the Assembly to expand their consultative functions as the 
need may arise. We sense no sentiment among the Faculty to 
re-structure any of the fundamental relationships already 
defined. (No longer, for example, is there support for 
putting Faculty members on the Board of Trustees or for ad- 
mitting students to the Faculty Senate. ) In sum, we believe 
that whatever new objectives the Faculty may devise, the 
machinery for attaining those objectives is already in 
place. Nor have we felt it necessary to re-state the 
Faculty's well-established commitment to using its gover- 
nance machinery to achieve excellence for the University, 
improve fringe and other benefits, sustain academic freedom, 
and safeguard its consultative role in all matters relating 
to teaching and research. 

Our report focuses on the Faculty Senate because of its cen- 
trality to the structure of faculty governance, even though 
the term "governance" spans a range of faculty participation 
m decision-making that stretches from the contributions of 
those who serve on Trustee Committees to those who exercise 
self-governance at departmental level. 

Responses to Questionnaires . 

We start with the Faculty's perceptions of the Senate de- 
rived from questionnaires. (See Chart A.) From their 
responses Faculty appear to perceive a Senate that has suc- 
ceeded by cooperation rather than confrontation in es- 
tablishing a fruitful relationship with the Administration. 
The Senate is seen to have performed especially well in 
disposing of Faculty grievances and in sustaining academic 
freedom. Moreover, these perceptions of the Senate's suc- 
cess are informed rather than impressionistic. Chart B in 
the Appendix shows that a large percentage of the faculty 
"usually" read the Senate minutes and/or resolutions, and an 
even larger percentage at least "scan" them. 

When Faculty are asked to specify what should be the Sen- 
ate's primary concern for the future, "faculty development 
and research" top the list. The primacy given to "research" 
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undoubtedly reflects the personal priorities of individuals 
rather than an understanding of the Senate's historic limi- 
rations in this area. That the Senate should concern itself 
more fully with "budget matters" ranks' proportionately high- 
er in the priorities of those who have had governance ex- 
perience (i.e. f served on Senate committees), than with mem- 
bers without such experience, who feel the Senate should 
concentrate on raising salaries. Governance "outsiders" 
also seem proportionately more concerned with "faculty-ad- 
ministration" relations than do insiders. Both groups show 
about the same (high) interest- level in appointments and 
promotions policies. 

The Centrality of "Budgetary" Concerns 

Although other interesting conclusions may be drawn from 
the questionnaire responses, the Self-Study Committee early 
decided that the Faculty's major areas of interest could be 
summed up as "budgetary." If the questionnaires spoke de- 
cisively, they said that the Faculty want more University 
funds diverted in their direction, and expect the Senate to 
work to that end. Specifically, Faculty want more money for 
themselves in the form of higher salaries,, for their work m 
the form of increased research funds, and for their depart- 
ments in the form of greater allocations for appointments 
and promotions. 

During interviews the Committee repeatedly asked Faculty by 
what means they felt the Senate could take an effective 
role in budgetary decision-making. The answers we received 
showed neither consensus nor optimism. Indeed, the more ex- 
perienced the interviewee, the more pessimistic the prog- 
nosis. Such pessimism notwithstanding, the Committee 
oelieves that budgetary decision-making is not beyond the 
Faculty's capacity to exert an influence. 

X XX 


Sach area of Faculty budgetary concern- -whether for 
salaries, or research, or appointments and promotion — 
presents different problems. 

The size of annual salary increases, as long as such in- 
creases continue and as long as the percentage-increase 
Dears a tenable relationship to the University's revenue 
situation in any given year, seems best left to the Ad- 
ministration to determine. The market conditions that pro- 
duce salary variations among schools and disciplines make it 
unreasonable to believe that the Senate, or any organ there- 
of, can do more than ask for an explanation of the over-all 
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percentage increase from year to year. Moreover, salary 
matters affecting only one school lie outside the Senate's 
jurisdiction.* In this light, the mechanism by which 
the Administration presently consults with the Senate 
Committee on Appointment, Salary and Promotion Policies re- 
specting the annual percentage-increase appears to be satis- 
factory. This is not to suggest, however, that the Senate 
should not seek to enlarge its influence in securing higher 
salaries. 

Although University funding of Faculty research has recently 
doubled, we detect among the Faculty a much greater demand 
for support than is currently being provided. During inter- 
views , we tried to elicit suggestions for enlarging the role 
of the Senate's Standing Committee on Research. One 
proposal (for which there was modest support) urged that 
this Committee be allocated a small amount of money for dis- 
tribution to deserving Faculty. Or alternatively, that the 
Committee monitor the fund-granting operations of the Uni- 
versity Committee on Research. On further discussion, we 
found neither proposal desirable. Subsequent interviewees 
made it plain that to have the Senate Committee duplicate 
the fund-distribution work now being done in a highly-pro- 
fessional and generally equitable way by the University 
Committee would be just that: duplication. And to have the 

Senate Committee monitor the University Committee would 
constitute an unseemly setting of Faculty to watch Faculty. 

We cite the doubts we found directed at the Research Commit- 
tee to illustrate the need for the Senate to undertake a 
thorough-going review of the functions and purposes of 
its Standing Committees. (See subsequent recommenda- 
tions . ) 

Meanwhile, we urge that the Executive Committee exert its 
influence at the top of the University structure to increase 
funding for faculty research. The high priority which the 
Faculty assign to obtaining funds for research strongly sug- 
gests that the Executive Committee make this its own high 
priority. 

We also urge that the Executive Committee seek to be con- 
sulted more fully and in advance of those planning and bud- 
getary decisions which relate to plant and facilities. The 
Faculty's interest in the University's physical environment, 
especially as projected changes in that environment may af- 
fect the quality of teaching and research, suggests that 
prior consultation in such matters is appropriate. 


* Article III-1-3 of the Faculty Organization Plan restricts 
the Senate to the consideration of "matters of concern or 
interest to more than one college, school, or division." 
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To suggest endowing the Executive Committee with primary 
responsibility for budgetary oversight is to raise the 
question of what role, if any, the Senate Committee on Fis- 
cal Planning and Budgeting should play in the future. The 
latter, in the past, has functioned spasmodically. Some 
members or former members felt that the Fiscal Planning Com- 
mittee had exerted a perceptible influence on University 
oudget decisions. Others saw it as having generally failed 
of influence. Our Committee concluded that its performance 
nas been uneven, and its position peripheral to the budget 
process . 

The reasons for having the Executive Committee assume the 
responsibilities of the Fiscal Planning and Budgeting Com- 
mittee we found persuasive. The Executive Committee has 
regular, year-round access to those parts of the Adminis- 
tration where budget and planning decisions are made. It 
nas the authority of recognized Faculty leadership. More- 
over, the importance which the Faculty attach to budgetary 
matters dictates that this oversight function be conferred 
on their most visible and powerful organ. We recommend, 
therefore, that the Executive Committee assume the functions 
and responsibilities of the Fiscal Planning and Budgeting 
Committee, and that the latter be abolished. 

Since the appearance of our Preliminary Report in October, 
colleagues have expressed concern at the potential for over- 
ourdening members of the Executive Committee, were the fore- 
going recommendation to be implemented. While concurring in 
perceived inadequacies of the present Standing Committee on 
Fiscal Planning and Budgeting, they would keep the functions 
of this committee alive and separate. In response to this 
concern but in keeping with the major thrust of our Report- - 
which is to centralize more fully the structure of Faculty 
governance- -we would modify the foregoing recommendation as 
f o 1 lows : We recommend that while the responsibility for 

Faculty consultation in matters related to planning and bud- 
geting be firmly placed on the Executive Committee, the lat- 
ter should establish a Permanent Subcommittee on Planning 
and Budgeting. 

This Subcommittee should normally include those members of 
rhe Faculty Senate elected to serve on any University Com- 
mittee having jurisdiction in the areas of planning and/or 
oudgeting.* We envision this Subcommittee becoming the eyes 


* These would include the two members of the Senate recently 
elected to the Advisory Committee on Implementation of the 
Report of the Commission for the Year 2000; might also 
include any Senate members subsequently elected to serve 
on the University Budget Committee. 
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and ears of the Executive Committee in ail matters related 
to planning and budgeting. Specifically, it should: 

track developments in, and recommendations from, the 

recently-established Advisory Committee on Implementa- 
tion of the Report of the Commission for the Year 2000; 
and likewise monitor the activities of any permanent 
planning council which may be established; 

confer frequently with the University Budget Director; 

and 

serve as a conduit to the Executive Committee for 

Faculty views on all matters related to planning and 
oudgeting. 

In making this recommendation, we envision an enhancement, 
as well as a shift in function. The Executive Committee, 
we believe, should be accorded a wide degree of operational 
independence in its efforts to gain a larger role for Facul- 
ty in the University's budgetary and planning processes. 

It should, on its own initiative, seek to receive long-term 
budgetary information on a regular basis, encourage greater 
openness on the part of the Administration, and, if neces- 
sary, boldly represent what it believes to be the Faculty's 
views on planning and budgetary issues which may arise on 
short notice. 

We learned during interviews with Faculty that although the 
Administration may believe that it currently imparts suf- 
ficient budgetary and planning information to the organs of 
Faculty consultation, there is a widespread perception that 
it does not. We sense among those interviewed a strong 
feeling that the Senate and its Committees need to be able 
to gauge more fully the fiscal impact of resolutions they 
offer. We note, for example, that any responses the Senate 
may make to the Report of the Commission for the Year 2000 
ought to be informed by budgetary implications. Indeed, we 
often heard expressed the view that the Senate should not 
pass any resolution-of-recommendation without understanding 
its budgetary relationship to other Faculty-related objec- 
tives. Without "cost labels" or priorities, the Senate 
nas no sense of which objectives might be funded first, 
second, third, or not at all. Thus, in addition to securing 
a regular flow of budgetary information, we recommend that 
the Executive Committee hereafter act as a "committee on 
priorities," generating a scale of faculty preferences for 
planning and budgeting. 

any sorting out of priorities requires that Faculty be 
represented more fully in the closely related processes of 
planning and budgeting. Recently the responsibility for 
University-wide planning has been assigned to an "Advisory 
Committee on Implementation of the Report of the Commission 
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for the Year 2000" (hereinafter the Implementation Commit- 
tee J - On October 11, 1985, two members of the Faculty Sen- 
ate were elected to serve on this Committee, thereby assur- 
ing a Faculty role in the overall planning process for the 
foreseeable future. We find it inconceivable, however, that 
University plans will proceed without accompanying budgetary 
decisions. On the budget side, there exists a University 
Budget Committee, comprised of ten top-level administrators, 
two students, but no faculty. 1 * We are told that the Budget 
Committee meets only three or four times a year, and are led 
to believe that it plays a passive rather than a formative 
role in budgetary decision-making. Despite its unpromising 
aspect as a vehicle for Faculty input, it appears to be the 
'only show in town." The Senate, we believe, should 
request Faculty membership on the Budget Committee. And 
oecause we perceive planning and budgeting to be insepara- 
ble, we urge that the same two Faculty who serve on the Im- 
plementation Committee serve also on the Budget Committee. 

To this end we do not accept the argument heard in some 
quarters that the University-wide mandate of the Budget Com- 
mittee precludes Faculty membership. Rather, we hold that 
colleagues--iike those who served on the Commission for the 
Year 2000--are capable of rising above parochial (school or 
departmental) self-interest. We recommend, therefore, that 
the Faculty Senate request membership on the University Bud- 
get Committee for those two of its members who are elected 
to serve on the Implementation Committee, or who may be 
elected to serve on any future planning council. 

While recognizing a need for some element of confiden- 
tiality, persons we interviewed argued persuasively that 
budgetary decisions, now usually made public after the fact, 
should be aired more fully and more openly in their forma- 
tive phases. Deans as well as Faculty should have earlier 
notice of projected expenditures affecting the academic 
enterprise. For want of full and exact information, we were 
told, some few who become privy to the decisional process 
may affect its result in ways that depart from what was ear- 
lier thought to have been a consensus respecting priorities. 
We recommend, therefore, that the University Budget Commit- 
tee be asked to conduct hearings or information sessions 
throughout the budget cycle with members of the Senate 
Executive Committee in conjunction with the Academic Deans. 

That the Faculty be consulted in University-wide budgetary 
decisions is at least implicit. That is, a loose but 
reasonable reading of the Code and the Faculty Organization 


"Administrative members include the President, Provost, Vice 
President for Academic Affairs, University Planning Officer, 
Vice President/Treasurer , Vice President/ Administration and 
Research, Vice President/Development, Vice President/Medical 
Affairs, Comptroller, Director/News and Public Affairs 



-9- 


plan implies that where Faculty have a Trustee-approved 
right to be consulted in matters of academic policy, their 
consultative role extends to the budgetary ramifications of 
such matters. At the divisional level, by contrast, the 
Faculty's consultative role in budgetary matters has 
Deen made explicit. Eleven years ago Senate Resolution 
(74/11) specified unequivocally that -"the faculty of each, 
school, college, and division elect a standing committee of 
its faculty who, with its dean as chairman, shall advise 
the dean on all matters relating to program planning and 
oudget policy." 

in no school, to our knowledge, have such planning and 
budget committees been established. The creation of such 
committees may, at the time, have been seen as contingent 
on the Faculty's willingness to set guidelines for its own 
oroductivity. In 1977 the Senate debated and ultimately 
recommitted a proposal that would have established such 
guidelines. Whether or not these two issues were linked 
in the Faculty/ Administrative thinking of the late 1970 's, 
chev are clearly so today. President Elliott has informed 
us that he will encourage the deans to create planning and 
oudget committees if, as a concommitant , the Administration 
can be assured that one of their functions will be to assist 
the deans in laying down guidelines for Faculty produc- 
civity. The President's proposal, we believe, is an ap- 
propriate juxtaposing of rights and responsibilities. That 
is, if the Faculty are to have a voice in the budgetary de- 
cisions of their schools, they incur a corresponding duty 
co support sound budgetary practice. Specifically, they 
should share with deans and department chairs a responsi- 
bility for maintaining the productivity levels of Faculty, 
correcting such aberrations as overly light teaching loads 
unaccompanied by scholarly activity. We recommend, there- 
rore, that the Faculty Senate reaffirm Resolution 74/11, 
with the additional proviso that divisional committees ad- 
visory to the deans "on all matters relating to program 
planning and budget policy," be charged to assist the deans 
m establishing guidelines for Faculty productivity. 

Executive Committee : 


The additional burdens which our recommendations thus far 
envision placing on the Executive Committee will, we be- 
lieve, require enlarging the membership of that Committee. 
Not only will a larger Executive Committee serve to distrib- 
ute these new responsibilities more equitably, but the en- 
largement will also repair a longstanding representational 
defect. The Executive Committee's present membership of 
five has had the effect of excluding from representation 
one, sometimes two, of the major academic divisional units 
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of the University. While some have contended that to in- 
crease the size of the Executive Committee may make it un- 
wieldy or create quorum problems, we are not persuaded that 
a committee of seven would be less wieldy than a committee 
of five; nor, given the excellent record of past attendance, 
that a somewhat larger Executive Committee would lack for a 
quorum of four (now three). Finally, because we will also 
recommend much closer ties between members of the Executive 
Committee and the major Standing Committees, we recur to the 
need to distribute more equitably the burdens of such 
liaison among a larger committee membership. 

In light of the foregoing, therefore, we recommend that the 
Executive Committee be enlarged to a membership of seven 
persons who shall, by the already-established procedures for 
nomination and election, represent the Columbian College of 
Arts and Sciences, the National Law Center, the School of 
Education and Human Development, the School of Engineering 
and Applied Science, the School of Medicine and Health 
Sciences, and the School of Government and Business Adminis- 
tration; and that the seventh seat alternate annually 
between Senate representatives of the School of Public and 
International Affairs, and the Graduate School of Arts and 
Sciences; further, that a quorum consist of four members. 

The desirability of developing a fuller flow of information 
between the Executive Committee and various Standing Com- 
mittees would appear to be self-evident. Too often the 
Executive Committee learns of the activities of Standing 
Committees at an advanced stage of their discussion. For 
the Executive Committee to guide, coordinate, and prevent 
overlap, it needs to know on a more continuing basis what 
is transpiring at the Committee level. We considered 
briefly proposing that members of the Executive Committee 
oe designated to chair the most active Standing Committees. 
On further consideration, however, we concluded that such 
'double-duty" would impose an excessive burden. Believing 
chat a voting ex officio relationship will suffice to pro- 
mote the necessary flow of information, we recommend that 
members of the Executive Committee, except the Chairman, 
serve as ex officio and voting members of the Committees on 
Educational Policy; Appointment, Salary and Promotion 
Policies; Professional Ethics and Aca demic Freedom; Adminis- 
trative Matters as They Affect the Faculty; and the Joint 
Committee of Faculty and Students; and as ex officio and 
voting members of such other Standing Committees as the 
Executive Committee may deem appropriate. 

Also to facilitate better communication and greater con- 
tinuity within the governance structure, we urge that 
Senate Resolution 77/2 be superseded. This resolution 
calls on outgoing chairs of Senate Committees "to convey 
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the 'live' records and correspondence of their committees 
ro their successors." This conveyance has apparently oc- 
curred so rarely as to suggest that the Faculty Senate 
Office ought rather to be charged with collecting the 
records and correspondence of outgoing chairs and seeing to 
it that such materials are placed in the hands of their suc- 
cessors. We recommend, therefor e , that the Coordinator of 
Senate Act ivities secure routi n ely from all outgoing chair- 
man of Se nate Standing Committees such records and corres- 
^nH pnrft as mav be appropriate t o convey to the successor 
and to convey these documents th eret o as soon a s 
copies have been reproduced for s t orage in the permanent 
files of the Faculty Senate Office^ 

Senate Standing Committees: 

Many whom we interviewed felt that we should address some 
of the shortcomings in the Senate's committee system. As 
rhe interview process went forward, we found ourselves try- 
mg to elicit answers to the following questions: 

Does the Senate now have too many Standing Committees? 

<. 14 ) 

Should relatively inactive Committees be abolished? 

If so, could the occasional business transacted by 
chese inactive ' Committees be consigned to ad hoc 
Committees? 

Should an individual’s election to the Senate be bur- 
dened by the likelihood of having to chair a 
Standing Committee? 

Correspondingly, is it necessary or even desirable 
chat Committee chairs be selected from among the 
elected members of the Senate? 

As to whether the Senate has too many Standing Committees, 
the answer is probahly yes. Chart C in the Appendix to this 
Report ranks the existing Committees in terms of passed 

resolutions" they have sponsored over th ^ J^hiih 

By this measure, five Committees can be described as high 
vie Id , " six "medium yield," and four low yield. loH . 

other low-yield Committees have recently been discontinued. 

■The sponsorship of successful resolutions, however, is not 
the sole measure of a Committee's usefulness. Because 
some Committees, like that of Student f’ 1 ^ an ^ 1 ^ D ^; n ^ PPear 
-o be engaged in low-profile but nonetheless important 
"operational" activities, we became increasingly reluctant 
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to single out any Committee for extinction, except that of 
Fiscal Planning and Budgeting whose function we are recom- 
mending be transferred to a permanent subcommittee of the 
Executive Committee. 

At the same time, we found evidence that some Standing Com- 
mittees may have generated make-work resolutions, perhaps 
co justify their continuance. Resolutions of appreciation, 
tor example, scarcely put to good use the faculty time re- 
quired to call a meeting into session. In a more general 
way, we concluded that the Senate's reputation was not en- 
nanced by the continuance of Committees perceived to be dor- 
mant. 

Our information about these medium- and low-yield Committees 
remains fragmentary and largely based on hearsay. Nor is 
che documentary trail they have left conclusive as to their 
worth. Short of undertaking a full-scale study of each of 
these Committees , for which we have neither the time nor the 
resources if we are to meet the Senate's deadline for our 
Report, we urge tnat each of these medium- and low-yield 
Committees be examined for its past record of accomplish- 
ment, the potential of its charge, and its- prospects for the 
future . 


This examination of Standing Committees, we believe, should 
oe assigned to a new Permanent Subcommittee on Committees, 
which should also be charged to assist the Executive Commit- 
tee in its annual presentation of nominees for election to 
Standing Committees. (We note, parenthetically, that the 
Executive Committee has always served as the Senate's com- 
mittee on committees, its members spending many hours making 
up lists of nominees for committee membership from the names 
of Faculty who volunteer. Such activity, we believe, has 
diverted the Executive Committee from more important busi- 
ness. Moreover, the enlarged role for the Executive Com- 
mittee which the recommendations of our Report envision 
suggests that it be relieved of the routine aspects of 
this burden. ) 

To accomplish both of these ends, we recommend that 
the Executive Committee appoint a Permanent Subcommittee on 
Committees, not necessarily from its own membership, whose 
function shall be: 


(a) to begin at once to review the purposes, accomplish- 
ments, and utility of those Standing Committees per- 
ceived to have been of low- or medium-yield in their 
contributions to Faculty governance; to show cause ar 
che Senate meeting of , as to why 

and under what new charter, if necessary, certain 



- 13 - 


Committees should be continued or, alternatively, dis- 
continued; and to maintain a continuous review there- 
after of the desirability of retaining any Standing 
Committee which the Permanent Subcommittee believes 
nas lost its utility; and 

(b) to assist the Executive Committee in preparing lists of 
nominees for election to membership on Standing Commit- 
tees of the Faculty Senate. 

(We leave open, at this time, the question of how much of 
the language of the foregoing charge ought to be written in- 
to the Faculty Organization Plan . ) 

To accord the Senate flexibility in the reform of its Com- 
mittee system, we also recommend that the Senate Bylaws be 
amended in such a wav as to retain intact the Faculty's 
right to be consulted in those areas of University 
governance which are designated by the names of 
Senate Standing Committees while permitting the Senate the 
option, from year to year, of activating these Committees, 
or allowing them to be dormant. 

Special Committees and Committee Chairmanships 

Our Committee discussed at great length the merits of what 
we came to call "adhockery." We found that a good argument 
could be made for coupling a reduction in the number of 
Standing Committees with a change in the Faculty Organiza- 
tion Plan that would encourage the Senate to make more fre- 
quent-use of special, or ad hoc, committees. Thus, if an 
issue arose that required intensive study, the Senate might 
assign it to a committee of Faculty selected for their ex- 
pertise and get a better result than if that issue were 
nanded either to one of the already-overloaded Committees 
(like ASPP , PEAF, or Educational Policy), or to a Committee 
chat was nearly moribund. But because the Senate already 
practices such expedients , we saw no need to foster them by 
recommending changes in the Faculty Organization Plan. 

We also pass along the warning, often heard, that to place 
too great a reliance on Special Committees might lessen the 
prestige of existing Standing Committees. We do note, how- 
ever, that if certain traditional areas of Faculty interest 
are left uncovered by the discontinuance of low-yield Stand- 
ing Committees , the election of Special Committees may be- 
come a more frequent means of bridging the gaps. 

The interlocking nature of our recommendations is perhaps 
Pest illustrated by the issues we encountered when we ap- 
proached the question: Should an individual's election to 

the Senate be burdened by the likelihood of having to chair 
a Standing Committee? 
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A Senate whose 26 members are expected to chair 14 Commit- 
tees (recently 16) presents a prospect of chairing duties 
which, we felt, may have deterred some Faculty from standing 
for election. Moreover, the difficulties of matching newly- 
elected Senate members with the Committee chairmanships they 
wanted, or were fitted for, or were not already held by an 
incumbent, suggested that the Senate -might be encouraged to 
reach outside its elected membership for chairs whose ex- 
perience and expertise would better fit the leadership 
needs of its rather specialized Committees. 


Although we found considerable support for the selection of 
Non-Senate-Member Chairmen, we were ultimately persuaded 
chat we should not--indeed, need not--recommend such inno- 
vation. Should not, because a Committee Chair who is not a 
member of the Senate clearly has neither the credentials nor 
Kinds of access to Senate machinery that an elected member 
enjoys and is able to make effective. Need not, because the 
weeding-out of low-yield Committees that we anticipate will 
mean fewer chairmanships; and thus reduce an individual 
member's liability for chairing a Committee. Moreover, that 
che Senate already resorts on occasion to the election of 
"acting" chairmen from outside its membership would seem to 
co make this a non-issue. 

Size of Faculty Senate: 

In our Preliminary Report we recommended enlarging the 
Faculty Senate from 26 to 31 members. Now, in our Final 
Report, we withdraw this recommendation. We thought at 
first to ground the case for enlargement on two altered 
conditions: (1) that if, as we proposed, the Executive 

Committee be increased from 5 to 7 members, the size of the 
senate itself might be increased proportionately; and 
i 2) that the disparate growth of certain school faculties 
might be appropriately reflected by the addition of a few 
new seats. We assumed that if the Medical Faculty continued 
co be excluded from any new calculation of proportionality 
, as obviously it had been when seats were allocated 20 years 
ago), the addition of five new seats spread among CCAS (2), 
SGBA ( 2 ) , and SEAS(l) would recognize the growth of faculty 
m the latter two, while roughly preserving the same minor- 
ity position of Columbian College. (See Chart D. ) 

This proposal has been met with the argument, forcefully 
articulated in some quarters, that if Senate seats are to be 
reallocated or increased, the principle of proportional 
representation should be strictly adhered to. When we con- 
sidered what che practical consequences would be, we con- 
cluded that our colleagues would be as reluctant to follow 
che logic of that principle as were the "founders." A 
strict adherence to proportional representation would give 
che combined faculCies of Columbian College and the Medical 
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School 74% of the seats in a Faculty Senate, no matter what 
its size. Of the number of seats within this bloc, the 
Medical Faculty would predominate by a ratio of 5 to 3 . 

A spokesman for the Medical Faculty makes clear that ( 1 ) his 
colleagues value the equal representation they now enjoy 
with that of other professional schools, but (2) would claim 
the full benefit of the proportional principle if their 
representational status were diminished by adding seats for 
the faculties of other professional schools. At the same 
time, the Medicai Faculty appear to have no desire to in- 
crease the size of their Senate delegation beyond that 
which now exists. 

It was suggested that a moderate increase m the Medical 
Faculty's representation could be effected without drasti- 
cally upsetting the present distribution if only the Clini- 
cal Faculty (numbering about 180) were to be counted as 
electors. This would mean, however, that another 320 
physicians who hold faculty appointments but work off-campus 
would have to be "defined out" of their right to be repre- 
sented. To disfranchise them would raise even more serious 
threats to principle. Moreover, we are told that this group 
is so deeply uninterested in University affairs that even 
the Medical School Senate can rarely achieve a quorum. 

In retreating from our earlier recommendation, we note that 
if proportionality cannot be implemented without creating 
serious problems, neither is it the only acceptable means 
of determining representation. The notion of equal repre- 
sentation for constituent units is enshrined, as we well 
know, in the election of U.S. Senators. Moreover, it is 
this principle that our Faculty Senate has more nearly ap- 
proximated. Therein each professional school is equally 
representated by three votes , and Columbian College has 
nine. To the extent that the Columbian College Faculty 
is internally divided into three divisions (humanities, 
social sciences, math/science), their nine votes can be 
viewed as a rational extension of the principle of equality. 

Because the original allocation of seats-to-schools was 
clearly the product of pragmatic compromise, and never in- 
tended to follow the principle of proportional representa- 
tion rigorously, we urge our colleagues not to tinker with 
this aspect of an "ancient institution" which has served 
them well. 
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Continuity vs. "New Blood" in Senate Membership 

By a three-to-one majority Faculty who returned question- 
naires felt that a limit of two consecutive terms should be 
placed on an individual's election to the Senate, what this 
majority supported, in effect, was to return to the limi- 
ration that was abandoned in 1976. Then as now, the ratio- 
nale for a two-term limit (four years in all) is to en- 
courage more Faculty to participate in University governance 
or, conversely, to discourage the election of the same per- 
sons year after year. 

Our follow-up interviews revealed how mistaken our Committee 
might have been to have based a recommendation on question- 
naire-responses alone. The point was made in interviews 
that various Faculties view Senate service quite differ- 
ently. Whereas some Faculties might see positive merit in 
limiting re-election, others find it difficult to persuade 
colleagues to serve or are content to re-elect those whose 
past service has proved satisfactory. To accommodate these 
differing perceptions, we concluded that any limitation on 
the number of consecutive terms an individual might serve 
m the Senate should be left to "local option." We recom- 
mend, therefore, that Article III, of the Faculty Organi- 
zation Plan be amended to allow the several Faculties the 
option of placing restrictions on the number of consecutive 
terms to which their Senate representatives might be 
elected. 


Staff Support: 

Faculty we interviewed, while generally appreciative of the 
Administration's adherence to sound fiscal policies, never- 
theless frequently expressed the view that Administrative 
offices seem to be top-heavy with support staff. This per- 
ception was less supported by proof than by anecdote. 

Still, to professors who sometimes lack for secretarial 
services, the appearance that Administrative offices seem 
co have an abundance of secretaries and clerk-typists leads 
chem to suppose that the academic departments are provided 
for at a lower level of priority. We make no formal recom- 
mendation in response to this perception because a remedy, 
if needed, lies outside the area of faculty governance. We 
suggest, however, that a study might be undertaken to com- 
pare the University's expenditures for administrative staff 
support with those of other universities. 
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Funding for Special Senate Projects: 

Although some we interviewed felt the Administration to be 
over-staffed, others saw a shortage of staff and funding for 
those administrative operations closely associated with the 
Faculty's interests. A case in point is the unsystematic 
way in wnich special projects of the Faculty Senate depend 
on ad hoc funding. In the past, calls have been made on 
che Administration to pay for travel, secretarial, and other 
expenses occasioned by the needs of various Senate 
inquiries and surveys. Because such projects benefit the 
University community as a whole, we believe that funding 
rhem, insofar as their costs can be anticipated, should be 
regularized. We suggest that a reasonable figure for ex- 
penditures of this sort can be estimated from what has been 
spent in the past. W e recommend, therefore, that the Ex- 
ecutive Committee consider the desirability of requesting 
the Administration to include in the annual budget for the 
Faculty Senate Office an amount, based on past expenditures, 
to be designated for funding special proiects of the Faculty 
Senate . 


Hatters Relating to the Forthcoming Presidential Succession 

The Faculty Assembly must soon elect a committee to 
advise and consult with the Trustees in the selection of a 
successor to President Elliott, now age 67. Faculty who 
were interviewed expressed both optimism and concern when 
they spoke to the Faculty's forthcoming role in the presi- 
dential succession. They seemed reassured, on one hand, by 
che confidence they had come to place in the stewardship of 
che Trustees and by the general satisfaction that has marked 
their relations with President Elliott over the past twenty 
vears. Their concern lay partly in the failure of the 
Faculty Code to define more precisely the procedures for 
Faculty participation in the presidential selection process, 
and partly in the recollection, still vivid in the minds of 
many, that the Faculty Consultative Committee elected in 
1964 had met with great frustration. 

Our Committee offers the following account of the pre- 
sidential succession in 1964-65. A brief history of those 
events will, it believes, suggest certain preparatory or 
precautionary measures the Faculty might undertake to assure 
chat, this time, it will be seen in retrospecc to have 
olaved a meaningful role in advising and consulting. 
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A Brief History of the Faculty Role in the Presidential 
Succession, 1964-65 

When President Thomas Carroll died unexpectedly in the 
summer of 1964, the Trustees invited the Senate Executive 
Committee to "serve as an interim committee to aid and ad- 
vise the Board of Trustees."! Then as now, the Faculty 
Code provided only that: 


The Faculty Assembly shall elect a committee 
to advise and consult with the Board of Trus- 
tees or appropriate members thereof in the 
selection of a President .2 


The Executive Committee, noting the "absence of 
specific code procedures for this purpose," took the liberty 
of nominating a faculty slate of ten persons. The Faculty 
Assembly meeting on September 16 approved the Executive 
Committee's arrogation of the nominating function and 
Droceeded to elect the slate of ten. 3 


Moving quickly, the Faculty Consultative Committee on 
September 24 sent the Trustees the text of six criteria 
it felt should be used in screening presidential applicants. 
Because the Board had by this time appointed its own Special 
(Search) Committee, the Faculty group asked for a joint 
meeting to exchange views "as to aims and procedures."^ 


The two committees met jointly on October 22. In its 
first interim report, dated November 3, the Faculty Com- 
mittee noted that well before this meeting. Board Chairman 


^■Annual Report of the Executive Committee of the 
University Senate, 1964-65. 

2 "Procedures for Implementation of the Faculty Code," 
Section C, subsection 5, Faculty Code (1980 edition), p. 21. 

^Minutes, Faculty Assembly, September 16, 1964. It may 
oe worth noting that the Executive Committee provided for 
nominations from the Assembly floor. After one such nomi- 
nation and two others (withdrawn), the Assembly elected the 
original slate. A motion to reduce the size of the Consul- 
tative Committee to eight was defeated. Ibid . 

^Memorandum, Committee for the Selection of a President 
of the University to the Board of Trustees, September 24, 
1964. 



Newell Ellison had aiven it the names of approximately 150 
applicants, requesting that the list be narrowed to "about 
lO outstanding nominees." Applying its own earlier-drafted 
criteria, the Faculty Committee later reported that it 
nad carried out an "intensive" check of 30 applicants, and 
nad by the time of the joint meeting cut this list to nine 
oersons "who seem outstanding." Having received the Facul- 
ty's nine nominees, Mr. Ellison took the occasion of the 
joint meeting to urge the Trustee Committee (which he also 
chaired) "to proceed in the same manner to prepare a 11 s 
of outstanding prospects. " This joint meeting of October 
22 ended on a note of urgency expressed in the hope that 
a new President might be installed by spring semester, 

1965. Thus far, the Faculty Committee believed that it 
had been shown "every courtesy and cooperation." 5 

The Faculty Committee first signaled its "distress" 
when on February 9, 1965, it reported a "lack of communi- 
cation, since our last report, between the full Faculty 
Committee and the full Committee of the Board." As a 
result, no orderly procedures had been developed for con- 
tinuing the selection process. Despite these misgivings, 
the Committee said that it was still able to exchange 
information with Mr. Ellison, and was still meeting 
frequently to interview candidates. Moreover, Chairman 
Ellison had assured them of being "consulted ip any change 
of leadership, either temporary or permanent. 

In mid-May the Faculty Committee reported briefly that 
Mr. Ellison expected his Trustee Committee to be "in a 
position" to recommend a candidate to the Board at the lat 
ter's June 5 meeting. Despite this evidence that it had 
oeen overtaken by the activity of the Trustee Committee, 
cne Faculty Committee relayed assurances (presumably re 
ceived from Mr. Ellison) that it would have "ample oppor- 
tunity to evaluate and to express its recommendations con 
cerning any choice which may be proposed." (The wording 
of this clause shows two alterations from the original. 

It may be suggestive that originally it read: "ample oppor 
-unity to evaluate and to express its conclusions concerning 
anv choice which may be made . ) 


^Interim Report of the Faculty Committee to Advise and 
Consuic with the Board of Trustees on the Selection of a 
President of the University, November 3, 1964. 

^Interim Report No. 2, February 9, 1965. 

^Interim Report No. 3, May 19, 1965. 
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The consultative process broke down most visibly when 
the Faculty learned on June 5 that the Trustees that day 
nad appointed a new President in the face of the Faculty 
Committee's adverse recommendation. The Faculty Assembly 
met in special session two days later to hear its Commit- 
tee Chairman Thomas Brown relate what had transpired. 

Brown reported that the Faculty Committee, alerted to the 
impending choice, had conveyed three resolutions to the 
Trustee Committee at a joint meeting on June 4. By a vote 
of 7-0 with 3 abstentions, it had "recommended against the 
selection of Mr. Elliott." A second resolution admitted 
chat the Faculty Committee had "no candidate at this time" 
and urged that the search be continued. Thirdly, if the 
search were continued, it asked that John Anthony Brown, 
then Dean of Faculties, be appointed Acting President. 

When the Trustee Committee responded to these resolutions 
with the view that Dr. Elliott "fit the bill best of all," 


the 

air 


Faculty Committee asked for and received permission to 
its position to the full Board. 8 


The Special Faculty Assembly, having heard this 
report, debated what response it should make. On one hand, 
the Assembly found itself unwilling to "greet its new Presi- 
dent, Dr. Elliott, and assure him of its nearty coopera- 
tion." But neither could it agree to find "Dr. Elliott 
unacceptable for the presidency of the George Washington 
University." Resolutions to these effects were both tabled. 
The meeting ended with a resolution that did establish a 
Committee of Inquiry charged "to ascertain the facts and 
make reports to the Faculty Assembly in all cases in which 
che Board of Trustees does not see fit to follow the recom- 
mendations of the Faculty Assembly . . . . " " 


When the Assembly met the following September, the 
Committee of Inquiry accompanied its findings with the 
recommendation "that the Faculty welcome Dr. Lloyd Elliott." 
1 President Elliott did receive the Faculty's assurances of 



8 Minutes of a Special Meeting of the Faculty Assembly, 
June 7, 1965. 

9 ibid. Three faculty served in tnis inquiry: Reuben 

Wood, Wolfgang Kraus, and Forrester Davison. 

10 Letter, O. S. Colciough, Acting President, to Lloyd H. 
Elliott . 
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The Committee on Inquiry prefaced its report with a 
strong general criticism of the procedural difficulties 
under which the Faculty Consultative Committee had operated. 
It held that the existing procedures for "advising and con- 
sulting" had not permitted "adequate opportunity for ex- 
ploring issues with the Board, for supporting the Faculty 
position, and for achieving a meeting of minds." 11 

The Committee of Inquiry then identified seven areas m 
which the consultative process had been broken or disrupted: 

Infrequent Joint Meetings: 

The Faculty and Trustee committees had met only twice 
oetween October and April, then twice in May, twice in June. 
Attempts to maintain communication through Board/Committee 
Chairman Newell Ellison were described as "inadequate." 

No Agreed-upon Criteria: 

The Trustee Committee did not at any time either accept, or 
reject the Faculty Committee's draft criteria of September 
24, 1964. Finding: the failure to agree on the qualities 

and credentials of the candidates being sought was part of 
a larger failure of communication. 

No Agreement on the Weight to be Given to Faculty Dis- 
approval : 

While the Faculty Committee recognized the full legal 
authority of the Trustees to make the appointment, it as- 
sumed that "any reasoned disapproval on its part would con- 
tribute a major obstacle to the selection of a particular 
candidate." Finding: only under this assumption could 

the Faculty Committee's function be deemed meaningful. 

Lack of Candor: 

During the May-June period, "the communications from the 
Chairman of the Board to the Faculty Committee were lacking 
m candor." The Committee of Inquiry expressed the view 
rhat President Elliott had been put in "a very embarrassing 
position" when he was allegedly offered the presidency 
without being told of the Faculty Committee's adverse recom- 
mendation . 

Lack of Information from the Trustee Committee: 

The Faculty Committee was unable to find out which candi- 
dates were under the Trustee Committee's active consider- 


11 Report of the Special Committee of Inquiry of the 
Faculty Assembly, made to the Faculty Assembly, September 
15, 1965. 



ation. From the outside, "the process of selection ap- 
Deared to have come to a dead end early in the month of 
May." Finding: such lack of information made the 

Faculty Committee "appear to be somewhat of an outsider 
in the selection process." 

Out-of-Channels Advice to the Board: 

Individual members of the University community sensing the 
Faculty Committee's peripheral role began to give advice 
directly to the Board. Such out-of-channels communication 
further diminished the authority of the Faculty Committee, 
and "constituted improper group pressures." 

Distortion and Misrepresentation by the Washington Press: 

The Committee of Inquiry concluded that "distorted" 
editorials and a "disquieting lack of responsibility" in 
newspaper reports had misrepresented the University's 
situation both before and after the Board voted. The Com- 
mittee found it "plausible," though admittedly "over- 
simplified" to believe that, given the "connection between 
Key members of the Board of Trustees and two leading 
Washington newspapers," the latter had become "an instrument 
in the relations between the Trustees and the Faculty. "12 

Recommendations for the Forthcoming Presidential Selection: 

If the foregoing narrative conveys a central message, it is 
chat members of the Faculty Consultative Committee ought to 
nave been more fully and more closely included in the search 
activities of the Trustee Committee. The misunderstandings 
of 1964-65 almost certainly resulted from having two com- 
mittees following parallel courses. That these committees 
soon diverged into separate perceptions of criteria, dead- 
lines, and procedures was perhaps inevitable. 

Asked to make recommendations, the Self-Study Committee, 
after lengthy consultation with colleagues, concludes that 
m the next instance the Faculty must address its expecta- 
cions to the Trustees well in advance of the event. The 
least formal approach would be to have the Senate Executive 
Committee simply seek agreement from the Chairman of the 
Board as to how the Faculty Committee’s role will be 
exercised. Or, more formally, the Faculty Assembly might 
cry to define the Faculty's role more fully by proposing 
amendments to the Faculty Code . 


i 2 Ibid. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

Chju 

Peter P. Hill, Chairman 

Special Committee on 

Senate Self-Study (Governance) 

Committee Members : 

Marie M. Cassidy, Professor of Physiology 
Edward Della Torre, Professor of Engineering 
Lilien F. Robinson, Professor of Art 
David J. Sharpe, Professor of Law 

Christopher W. Sten, Associate Professor of English 
Edwin L. Stevens, Professor Emeritus of Speech 
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Appendix 


List of Committee Recommendations in Order 

of their Appearance 

(1) That the Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate 
assume the functions and responsibilities of the 
Fiscal Planning and Budgeting Committee, and that the 
latter be abolished. 

(2) That while the responsibility for Faculty consultation 
in matters related to planning and budgeting be firmly 
placed on the Executive Committee, the latter should 
establish a Permanent Subcommittee on Planning and Bud- 
geting. 

(3) That the Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate 
nereatter act as a "committee on priorities," gener- 
ating a scale of Faculty preferences for planning and 
oudgeting. 

(4) That the Faculty Senate request membership on the Uni- 
versity Budget Committee for those two of its members 
who are elected to serve on the Implementation Commit- 
tee, or who may be elected to serve on any future 
planning council. 

(5) That the University Budget Committee be asked to con- 
duct hearings or information sessions throughout the 
oudget cycle with members of the Senate Executive Com- 
mittee in conjunction with the Academic Deans. 

(6) That the Faculty Senate reaffirm Resolution 74/11, to 
wit, "that the faculty of each school, college, and 
division elect a standing committee of its faculty who, 
with its dean as chairman, shall advise the dean on all 
ma tters relating to program planning and budget 
policy," with the additional proviso that such divis- 
ional committees be charged to assist the deans in es- 
tablishing guidelines for Faculty productivity. 

i 7 ) That the Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate be 
enlarged to a membership of seven persons who shall, 
oy the already established procedures for nomination 
and election, represent the Columbian College of Arts 
and Sciences, the National Law Center, the School of 
Education and Human Development, the School of Engi- 
neering and Applied Science, the School of Medicine 
and Health Sciences, and the School of Government and 
Business Administration; and that the seventh seat al- 
ternate annually between Senate representatives of the 
School of Public and International Affairs, and the 
Graduate School of Arts and Sciences; further, that a 
quorum consist of four members. 



-25- 


(8) That members of the Senate Executive Committee, except 
the Chairman, serve as ex officio and voting members of 
the Committees on Educational Policy; Appointment, 
Salary and Promotion Policies; Professional Ethics and 
Academic Freedom; Administrative Matters as They Affect 
the Faculty; and the Joint Committee of Faculty and 
Students; and as ex officio and voting members of such 
other Standing Committees as the Executive Committee 
may deem appropriate. 

(9) That the Coordinator of Senate Activities secure 
routinely from all outgoing chairmen of Senate Standing 
Committees such records and correspondence as may be 
appropriate to convey to the successor chairmen, and 

to convey these documents thereto as soon as copies 
nave been reproduced for storage in the permanent 
files of the Faculty Senate Office. 

(10) That the Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate 
appoint a Permanent Subcommittee on Committees, not 
necessarily from its own membership (whose functions 
are described on pages 11 and 12 of this Report). 

(11) That the Senate Bylaws be amended in such a way as to 
retain intact the Faculty's right to be consulted in 
those areas of University governance which are desig- 
nated by the names of Senate Standing Committees while 
permitting the Senate the option, from year to year, of 
activating these Committees, or allowing them to be 
dormant . 

(12) That Article III of the Faculty Organization Plan be 
amended to allow the several Faculties the option of 
placing restrictions on the number of consecutive 
terms to which their Senate representatives might be 
elected. 

(13) That the Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate 
consider the desirability of requesting the Adminis- 
tration to include in the annual budget for the Faculty 
Senate an amount, based on past expenditures, to be 
designated for funding special projects of the Faculty 
Senate . 

(14) That the Faculty Assembly adopt and convey to the 
Trusters a statement of its expectations as to what 
the Faculty role shall be implementing Section C, sub- 
section 5 of "Procedures for Implementation of the 
Faculty Code," to wit: 

"The Faculty Assembly shall elect a committee 
to advise and consult with the Board of Trustees 
or appropriate members thereof in the selection 
of a President." 


< 
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CHART A 

Showing the responses of 99 faculty to an "issues" questionnaire 
(This questionnaire was sent to the 300 faculty 
who have served on Committees of the Faculty 
Senate during the past ten years.) 


Future issues most requiring Senate attention 


faculty devel. & rsch: 


faculty grievances: 

III 

SBWilW. M 

academic freedom: 

III 


faculty salaries: 




faculty appmnts. & promotes.: 

gw 



stu. discip. & acad. stndrds: 

III 


»1 

teaching load policies: 

n 


r 

unionization: \ 

m 


Past issues best served by senate 

faculty devel. & research: 


faculty grievances: 


budget matters: 


academic freedom: 


faculty salaries: 

1 

faculty appmts. & promotns.: 

ffilPPPIPU 

Stu. discip. & acad. stndrds: 


fac. rel with admin. 

■ ■ - - ■ 1 



faculty devel. & rsch: 


faculty grievances: 

r 

budget matters: 


academic freedom: ■ 

. 

faculty salaries: 

ESIPfPS!P3PPP!r~ 

faculty apptmts. & promotns.: 

llfigi 

stu. discip. & acad. stndrds: 

ijllli 

fac. r^ 1 with admin.: 

|§|sj 

teach oad policies: 




CHART B 


Showing the responses of 324 faculty to a questionnaire 
(This questionnaire was sent to the 420 faculty 
who have not participated in Senate governance 
during the past ten years.) 




:*v 






Future issues most requiring Senate attention 


faculty devel. & rscn: 


faculty grievances: 


budget matters: 


academic freedom: 


faculty salaries: 


faculty appmnts. & promotns.: 


stu. discip. 4 acad. stndrds 


fac. rel. with admin. 


teaching load policies 


unionization: 


; -• :• i-' : £i. .f:X 


For issues affecting facult’ 


The Hatchet: 


Senate Minutes 


Assembly Minutes: 


The Monday Report 


memos from chairman: 


memos from dean: 


other : 


which source is most informative? 


ri-.n .. 
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The Senate deals with important faculty issues: 


almost always 


usual! 


sometimes 


seldom: 



)n of 



"Reading" of Senate Minutes, characteriz 


always read thorough!- 


almost always read thoroughl 


usually read only Resolutions 


usually scan quickl- 


seldom or never read: 


other 


















Chart C 

Passed Resolutions of Senate Standing Committee Origin 

1971^-1985 


cecutive Committee 


educational Policy 


tppt., Sal., Prom. 


Professional Ethics 


Foint Committee 


kdmin. Matters 


lblic Ceremonies 


library 


athletics 


High Yield 


;dium Yi 


hysical Facilities 












Chart D 


Size 

of Faculties and Senate ReDresent.ati nn 



Number of 
Faculty 

* of total Fac. 
exclusive of 
Med. School 

Present level 
of Senate 
Repre sentat ion 

Proposed Level 
of Senate 
Representation 

CCAS 303 

53* 

9 (35*) 

11 (3W) 


SGBA 97 

17* 

3 (11.5*) 

5 (16*) 


SEHD 51 

9* 

3 (11.5*) 

3 (9*) 


SEAS 72 

13* 

3 (11.5*) 

U (13*) 


NLC (law) I 4.7 

8* 

3 (11.5*) 

3 (9*) 


SMHC (med) 5 00 

- 

3 (11.5*) 

3 (token) 

(9*) 

SPIA (negligible) 

- 

1 (W) 

1 (token) 

(3*) 

GSAS (negligible) 

- 

1 (l*) 

1 (token) 

(3*) 



26 ( 100 %) 

~31 ( 100 *) 




